IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-50172

Summary Cal endar

SUZANNE M FLUD
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
SHI RLEY S. CHATER

COW SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-94-Cv-1078

Septenber 12, 1996

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER AND BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Suzanne Flud appeals the district court’s decision affirmng
t he Comm ssioner of Social Security’s determnation that Flud was
not entitled to disability insurance benefits. She argues that the
Adm ni strative Law Judge (“ALJ”) failed to consider adequately her
subj ective conplaints of pain and the debilitating side-effects of

her nedication, and failed to explain in sufficient detail why he

I1Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



did not find her allegations of pain to be credible. Qur review of
the record reveal s that the ALJ nade an explicit finding regarding
Flud’ s subj ective conplaints of pain, and explained that finding in
the context of his ruling (“claimant’s conplaints of pain are found
credible to the extent she could not performa light, nmedium or
heavy work”). The ALJ found the nedical evidence nore persuasive
than Flud's testinony in deciding that Flud was capable of
sedentary work, which is precisely the kind of determ nation that

the ALJ is best positioned to nake. See Falco v. Shalala, 27 F.3d

160, 163-64 (5th GCr. 1994). Despite appellant’s assertions to the
contrary, our reviewreveals substantial evidence in the record to
support the ALJ' s finding.

Flud also asserts that the ALJ should have ordered a
consul tative exam As the record does not establish that such an
exam nation was necessary for the ALJ to nmake his disability

deci sion, the ALJ did not have to order such an exam See Jones V.

Bowen, 829 F.2d 524, 526 (5th G r. 1994).
Because substantial evidence supports the Conm ssioner’s

decision, the district court’'s decision is AFFl RVED



